Interactive comment on "The biomass burning contribution to climate-carbon cycle feedback" by Sandy P. Harrison et al.
described as more abundant with higher temporal resolution, with no downsides mentioned-so why not just go ahead and use the charcoal data? Presumably the authors bring in the methane data, which have hemispheric-to global-scale coverage, to test the charcoal data because the latter (a) have only watershed-to-regional coverage and (b) are not evenly available across all biomes or continents. I only realized the sort of auxiliary nature of the methane-charcoal regression once I made the above flowchart and methane was missing. Whether my interpretation is correct or not, the authors should spell this out in the introduction. Also: On my initial reading, I missed the novelty of the methane-charcoal regression (i.e., showing that trends in the charcoal record are reflective of trends in biomass burning emissions). The authors may want to consider highlighting this more.
Other comments:
• Sect. 2.1: The authors say that they excluded the years 1997-1999 from their analyses even though they are available in GFED4s, because those years' data are derived from older satellite sensors. However, the Readme for the GFED4s data says, "In general, ATSR and VIRS data was used before 2001, MODIS after 2001." This is presumably because the only MODIS data available from 2000 are for November and December. In addition to 1997-1999, then, the year 2000 should be excluded and the analyses rerun. (This would also alleviate the concern that the 2000 data point appears to be a strong outlier, although the authors do thoroughly demonstrate the robustness of their results in the supplementary material.) Alternatively, the authors should note and justify the inclusion of 2000 despite its use of (at least) ten months of non-MODIS data.
• Land vs. global temperature -Section 9 of the Supplement should be slightly expanded (or text should be added elsewhere) to explain how the resulting regression was used to C3
convert "feedback strength vis-a-vis mean land temperature" to "feedback strength vis-a-vis mean global temperature." -The land vs. global temperature regression for the satellite era should have an equivalent to Section 9 of the Supplement. Or at the very least, there should be some indication of what dataset is being used. (Presumably the same NOAA data, but this should be specified.)
• Sect. 3.3, L19-23: The authors should offer some explanation as to why their estimate of δ m turned out to be so small in magnitude, and whether/how that may affect their analyses.
• P2 L24-26: The part of this sentence after the comma rests on the relationship between fire and temperature being positive, but this has not yet been established in the text. I recommend mentioning that in the first part of this sentence.
• P3 L20-23: Is the implication that peatland only burns as a result of human intervention supported by the literature? Certainly one might think that is the case with most present-day peatland burning, but not necessarily all. Also, the use of "natural sources" is problematic, since these can still be heavily human-modified landscapes (and indeed, can have human-ignited fires).
• The Supplementary Information is highly detailed, which is excellent for the purposes of comprehension, learning, and reproducibility. However, that also means it's very long. Thus, when referring to it in the main text, please also mention which section of the Supplement is being referred to. 
